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the institutions themselves, gives the federal government the opportunity to be the catalyst without assuming full responsibility, and has some prospect of getting the job done.
EDWIN R. LEWIS;
Here we have a two-edged sword. Facilities and equipment are important to research, but they are not substitutes for ingenuity and diligence. If the question is whether I am in favor of federal support of a smaller number of excellent research facilities with up-to-date equipment or support of a larger number of first-rate scientists in more modest facilities, I opt for the latter. For those classes of projects deemed important by the scientific community yet requiring extraordinarily large and expensive facilities, the regional-facilities and national-laboratories concepts seem most appropriate.
IRVING F. MILLER:
It is clear to us that the project grant system for the purchase of equipment is very limited in terms of its long-run usefulness to universities. Although we can buy specialized research equipment via the project system, we cannot buy equipment that is suitable for teaching.  It seems to us that we have a crisis in the univeristy, not so much in research as in science education. The facilities available for science education are currently not adequate by any criterion.
W. C. ROYSTER:
Without a major retooling of U.S. university laboratories, the next generation of American scientists mayr any alternatives to federal funding increases exist? and, perhaps most important, why the problem exists when tens of billions of dollars have been spent on university research in the past few decades.
